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Proposed Plan at Woodlawn (with Reduced Cross Section) 
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Richmond Highway Bus Rapid Transit 
 

DATE & TIME:    December 17, 2018; 10:00 am – 12:00 pm 

 
LOCATION: South County Government Center, Room 220 
  

  
Meeting Goal: to provide project information and discuss options for future coordination. 

7. Introductions 
 

Name Affiliation 
Ross Bradford National Trust for Historic Preservation (NTHP) 
Katherine Malone-France NTHP 
Vanessa Aguayo Fairfax County Department of Transportation (FCDOT) 
Doug Miller FCDOT 
Eric Almquist Project Management Consultant (RK&K) 

 
8. Project Overview 
 

Vanessa provided an overview of the Richmond Highway Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
Program. The group discussed past projects, including the Eastern Federal Lands Highway 
Division (EFLHD) projects, which resulted in relocation of Route 1 / Richmond Highway 
and the new alignment of Mulligan Road (Jeff Todd Way).  NTHP was heavily involved 
in both efforts. 

9. Richmond Highway Bus Rapid Transit Project at Woodlawn 
 

 Ross Bradford noted that the realignment and widening of Route 1, which was developed 
through the EFLHD project, was assumed to include sufficient space for a median running 
BRT south of Jeff Todd Way.  The Programmatic Agreement (PA) developed for that project 
assumed this space. 
 

 Widening was generally assumed to go to the south side of Route 1, away from the National 
Historic Landmark portion of the Woodlawn property. 
 

 The Route 1 widening negotiated for the EFLHD project did not include a “blank check” for 
the roadway typical section.  Narrowed lanes and a curb and gutter system were included to 
minimize impacts to Woodlawn.  
 

 EFLHD assumed that a large stormwater management (SWM) facility would be needed south 
of Route 1 on land currently used by the Arcadia Center.  However, at some point during the 
project design phase, EFLHD determined that this facility was no longer needed. 
 

 Ross stated that he was involved with both the original deed transfer from NTHP to VDOT and 
the corrective deed for removing the SWM facility. 
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 NTHP is generally in favor of bicycle / pedestrian facilities adjacent to the Woodlawn property, 
although they suggested that FCDOT minimize the amount of ROW required from Woodlawn 
property. 
 

 The group discussed the width of the ROW that was negotiated in the EFLHD PA.  Ross agreed 
that the PA would have included sufficient space for two left turn lanes, a dedicated right turn 
lane, and space for a median-running, two-lane BRT.  The ROW width in the PA mapping was 
184.5 feet, but the VDOT approved ROW is only 168.5 feet.  FCDOT stated that 184.5 feet 
would better accommodate the median running BRT.   
 

 Ross did not know why the width would have been reduced from 184.5 feet to 168.5 feet.  He 
is going to check his files for the latest approved documents, and see what width was recorded.  
 

 NTHP agreed that, because sufficient space for the median BRT was assumed in the PA 
negotiation, a typical section that includes the median BRT would be expected from FCDOT.  
If the additional widening of Route 1 from the BRT Program requires the ROW beyond the 
deeded 168.5 feet, property transfer would be required. 
 

 If widening is needed between 168.5 feet and 184.5 feet, NTHP agrees that the minimization 
and mitigation for physical effects to Woodlawn would have already occurred and been 
addressed in the EFLHD PA.  That said, NTHP requested that minimization to Woodlawn still 
be considered as part of the BRT design. NTHP will particularly scrutinize SWM needs. 
 

 Any widening needed beyond 184.5 feet, including SWM, was not addressed in the PA. 

 
10. Trust Development Plans at Woodlawn 

 
NTHP is planning to expand the Woodlawn property with additional amenities including 
a light restaurant and meeting space.  A request for special exception has been submitted 
to the Fairfax County planning office and will be reviewed by the Architectural Review 
Board.  The improvements to the property may require roadway / access improvements 
that are yet to be determined. 
 

11. Next Steps 
 

 FTA will advance the Section 106 consultation.  
 

 Ross will follow up with documentation confirming the recorded ROW width. 
 

12. Adjourn 
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Richmond Highway Bus Rapid Transit 
 

DATE & TIME:    March 12, 2019; 9:30 am – 10:30 pm  

LOCATION: South County Government Center, Room 217 
   

 
Meeting Goal: to provide updated project information and discuss roadway design options at the 
Woodlawn property. 
 

1. Introductions 
 

Name Affiliation 
Ross Bradford National Trust for Historic Preservation (NTHP) 
Katherine Malone-France NTHP 
Vanessa Aguayo Fairfax County Department of Transportation (FCDOT) 
Doug Miller FCDOT 
Eric Almquist Program Management Consultant (PMC) 
Allison Scott Berkheimer PMC 

 
2. Project Status Update 
 

 Vanessa provided an update on the current status of the project and activities that have 
taken place since the last meeting in December 2018. Specifically, it was noted that the 
project held a Public Information Meeting in late January and included maps that 
provided a Limit of Disturbance (LOD) for the entire corridor. 

3. Recap of December Meeting / Woodlawn ROW Commitments 
 

 Eric gave a brief recap of the December meeting noting that the realignment and 
widening of Route 1, which was developed through the Eastern Federal Lands Highway 
Division (EFLHD) project, was assumed to include sufficient space for a median 
running BRT south of Jeff Todd Way.  The Programmatic Agreement (PA) developed 
in 2012 for that project assumed this space which was defined as a 32-foot median for 
BRT. 

 The group discussed the width of the right-of-way (ROW) that was negotiated in the 
EFLHD PA and was actually acquired as part of the VDOT project. Based on Exhibit 
6 from the PA, the ultimate “proposed ROW” included sufficient space for roadway 
through and turn lanes and space for a median-running, two-lane BRT.  The ROW 
width in the PA mapping was scaled from the drawing to be approximately 184 feet. 
However, the limits of construction for the VDOT/EFLHD project, which was also 
identified in the PA mapping, were measured at approximately 168 feet. Subsequently, 
VDOT acquired a ROW of 168 feet.  Given that the BRT project was not funded for 
construction at the time of the land acquisition, it is assumed that VDOT only acquired 
the ROW necessary to build their project but the agreed upon ROW impact line was 
184-foot to accommodate the future BRT project.    
 

 Eric noted that FTA has initiated Section 106 consultation with DHR and other 
consulting parties.  FTA would be leading any future Section 106 discussions.  The 
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intent of today’s meeting is not to perform Section 106 consultation; rather, it is to 
clarify the results and commitments from previous studies and provide the Trust with 
advanced notice of FCDOT’s proposed typical section.  FTA will advance the Section 
106 review of potential effects to Woodlawn. 

 
4. Richmond Highway Bus Rapid Transit Project at Woodlawn 

 
 Vanessa described the typical section print-outs that were handed out at the meeting. 

The two proposed options are described as the “Comprehensive Plan” section and the 
“Minimization” section. Everyone agreed that the Comprehensive Plan section was not 
worth pursuing due to impacts.  

 The minimization option presented a proposed ROW width of 172 feet which is four 
feet beyond the 168 feet already acquired by VDOT. Allison noted that the main reason 
for this increase was the need for a larger refuge to accommodate a two-stage pedestrian 
crossing. It was noted that this was well within the 184-foot proposed ROW in the PA. 
There would likely be additional impacts beyond the ROW that would include 
temporary easements for construction and potential utility easements.  In general, 
Katherine and Ross found the 172-foot typical section acceptable. 

 Katherine and Ross asked about how stormwater management (SWM) was being 
handled as part of the BRT project. Allison noted that the PMC design team is currently 
working on a memorandum that supports the use of the existing SWM ponds and 
additional facilities within the public ROW. No new ponds are proposed on the 
Woodlawn property. Given the fact that VDOT previously proposed a pond on the 
southern portion of the Woodlawn property then determined later that they did not need 
it, there was skepticism as to how the existing ponds would also be able to capture the 
additional SWM from the BRT. As the design progresses these details will be shared. 

 Ross asked FCDOT to ensure that all potential easements and disturbances are 
evaluated and documented now so that FCDOT is not put in the position of having to 
come back again to ask for additional ROW or easements. This will be taken into 
consideration in final development of the LOD for the CE. 

5. Trust Development Plans at Woodlawn 
 
 NTHP is planning to expand facilities at the Woodlawn property with additional 

amenities including a barn-style meeting venue.  A request for a special exception has 
been submitted to the Fairfax County planning office and is still in process and under 
review by the Architectural Review Board.  Ross stated that the improvements to the 
property may require roadway / access improvements along Mount Vernon Highway. 
Ross also noted that a traffic study has been performed and could be shared if the 
County did not already have it. 

6. Next Steps 
 
 NTHP will be receiving information as a consulting party in about six weeks as part of the 

Section 106 efforts.  
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Richmond Highway Bus Rapid Transit 
 

DATE & TIME:    June 11, 2020; 1:00 pm – 2:00 pm  

 
LOCATION: Microsoft Teams – Virtual Meeting 
   

 
Meeting Goal: to provide updated project information and discuss the current roadway design at 
the Woodlawn property. 
 
13. Introductions 

 
Name Affiliation 
Ross Bradford National Trust for Historic Preservation (NTHP) 
Vanessa Aguayo Fairfax County Department of Transportation (FCDOT) 
Doug Miller FCDOT 
Eric Almquist Program Management Consultant (PMC) 
Allison Scott Berkheimer PMC 
Matthew Bray PMC 
Daniel Koenig Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
Shauna Haas FTA 

 
14. Project Status Update 

 
 FCDOT (PMC) provided an updated design graphic showing the potential impacts to 

the Woodlawn property (see attached). The design showed the location of permanent 
impacts (associated with grading, fee simple property acquisition, and/or permanent 
utility easements) as well as temporary impacts (associated with temporary 
construction easements). 
o In general, the BRT project would need an additional 2 feet of fee simple right-of-

way (ROW) from the Woodlawn property, beyond what is currently included in the 
VDOT ROW. This was presented in a proposed typical section (attached). 

o It is assumed that approximately 14 additional feet of Woodlawn property would 
be required to accommodate a permanent utility easement outside of the proposed 
VDOT ROW.  This area would lie largely within the area needed for Route 1 
improvements that was identified in the earlier Programmatic Agreement 
developed the Eastern Federal Lands Highway Division (discussed during previous 
meetings with NTHP). 

o The topography is generally flat in this area; therefore, there will be minimal 
additional ground disturbance required for grading beyond the proposed permanent 
right-of-way and easements.  However, near the southwest end of the property, 
there are steeper roadway embankments where Route 1 crosses a stream. 

o Additional land would be needed for temporary construction easements.  This area 
would vary depending on the amount of grading required, but could extend an 
additional 15 feet onto the Woodlawn property.  The temporary easements would 
extend beyond the original area needed for Route 1 improvements that was 
identified in the earlier Programmatic Agreement.  Land within the temporary 
easements would be returned to its current condition following construction, and 
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would retain ownership by the NTHP. 
 FCDOT noted that the above stated impacts have not changed since the March 2019 

meeting.  These effects continue to be generally considered acceptable by NTHP.  
FCDOT noted that the forthcoming effects determination would likely find no adverse 
effect at the Woodlawn property. 

 NTHP asked that, at some point during project development, FCDOT flag the potential 
permanent and temporary easement lines so that NTHP can see the location in the field.  
FCDOT agreed to consider how and when to best to do this. NTHP would also like to 
have detailed scale plans for additional ROW needs at the Woodlawn property.  The 
plans should show the location of the relocated fence at the edge of the property along 
Route 1. 

 As the design progresses, NTHP would like FCDOT to continue to evaluate ways to 
reduce the amount of potential permanent and temporary impacts to the Woodlawn 
property.   

 NTHP asked that FCDOT’s and FTA’s commitments for ROW needs and minimizing 
impacts at the Woodlawn property should be clearly documented in the NEPA 
document and carried forward to future designers / contractors. 

 NTHP noted concerns with construction equipment along Rt 1 for a long period of 
time, and asked FCDOT to complete the construction effort in front of the Woodlawn 
property as quickly as possible. 

 FCDOT stated that all stormwater in this area would be directed to existing facilities; 
no additional stormwater facilities are needed on the Woodlawn property. 

 FCDOT and NTHP agreed that the Section 106 effects assessment for the property 
should include the quantitative permanent / temporary impact values as well as a 
qualitative narrative of the effects. 

15. Next Steps 
 

 FCDOT will identify an appropriate timeframe for placing flags in the field and 
walking the proposed ROW lines with NTHP. 

 NTHP will continue to be involved with Section 106 consultation. 
 NTHP would like to see the latest design plans for Woodlawn prior to the next public 

meeting.  September/October 2020 may be a good time to coordinate again. 
 Plans at the next public meeting will show potential impacts and ROW needs at the 

Woodlawn property.   
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October 1, 2021 

 

Ms. Shauna J. Haas 

1835 Market Street 

Suite 1910 

Philadelphia, PA 19103 

 

Re: Section 106 and Section 4(f) Project Effect Determination Response Letter 

Dated June 25, 2021, Richmond Highway Bus Rapid Transit Project, DHR 

Project No. 2018-0722  

 

Dear Ms. Haas: 

Thank you for your letter dated June 25, 2021 and the accompanying FCDOT memorandum which 
was in response to the National Trust’s February 22, 2021 letter outlining our objection to FTA’s 
Section 106 effects determination. 
  
In general, the National Trust’s concerns related to our objections have been resolved provided that 
the commitments made by FTA and FCDOT remain in place through the duration of this project. The 
National Trust appreciates the additional coordination made by FTA and FCDOT with utility 
providers and VDOT. FCDOT’s memo indicated that additional coordination meetings utility 
providers should have occurred over the summer. Please provide any updates regarding those 
meetings. 
 
While our objections have been substantively addressed it remains unclear how FTA’s and FCDOT’s 
future commitments and the minimization efforts made to date will be impacted if the design waiver 
from VDOT is not approved. Please provide any updates related to the status of the design waiver 
and provide a response addressing this unresolved issue.  
 
We appreciate FCDOT’s willingness to continue coordination meetings; however, in lieu of semi-
annual coordination meetings, which appear to be too infrequent to provide adequate opportunities 
to address substantive design issues as they arise, the National Trust would request that FCDOT 
commit to quarterly coordination meetings and additional meetings in the event there are material 
changes to the design plans in the interim between quarterly updates. 
  
As noted in FCDOT’s memorandum, there was a commitment to flag potential permanent and 
temporary easements in the field; however, that never occurred. The National Trust requests that 
FTA and FCDOT provide a high resolution, detailed, and scaled site plan for this section depicting 
the parcel boundary, proposed grading limits, limit of disturbance, and permanent utility easement 
using a recent aerial imagery overlay (i.e., using an image taken in the last six months). While we 
understand that the designs are currently at 30% the limits of disturbance continue to be excessive in 
the Woodlawn Historic District, especially as shown below in the red shaded area of the site plan. 
Based on the existing design plans it appears that well over 100 feet of disturbance is planned in 
these areas. At this point in the process, we hope that FTA and FCDOT have refined the designs to 
more accurately reflect what parts of the Historic District will be disturbed in order to complete this 
section of the project.  
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Thank you for continuing to coordinate and consult with the National Trust regarding this project.  
 
Sincerely, 

Ross M. Bradford 
Deputy General Counsel 
 
cc:  
Douglas C. Miller, Fairfax County Department of Transportation 
Vanessa Aguayo T., Fairfax County Department of Transportation 
 




